Theoretical background
This paper seeks to show the contrast between Russian and American public values through political metaphors as reflected in national presidential discourses. The role of metaphor as not only a rhetorical flourish but also an effective tool of cognition having an impact on people's understanding and actions has been discussed in many works. My research is based on a rhetorical and cognitive approach to metaphor. The name of Michael Osborn is particularly important for the rhetorical method [Osborn 1967] . Osborn focuses on the universal, crosscultural character of archetypal metaphors and on their popularity in rhetoric. As Osborn puts it, when speakers want to 'place figurative value judgments upon subjects' they will most probably prefer archetypal metaphors that are deeply grounded in human experience and mentality [Osborn 1967:116] . Analyzing the case of Winston Churchill, Osborn demonstrates the role of archetypal metaphors in political discourse, as such metaphors in the speeches of political leaders appeal to basic myths, feelings, and experience of the nation and help consolidate it in the hardest times: 'Churchill in his war speeches shows a remarkably consistent preference for archetypal images in general. This favoritism may be a symptom of a more general truth, that in moments of great crisis, when society is in upheaval and fashionable contemporary forms of symbolic cultural identity are swept away, the speaker must turn to the bedrock of symbolism, the archetype, which represents the unchanging essence of human identity ' [ibid., 120-121] .
Another important approach is the theory of conceptual metaphor. In their famous book Metaphors We Live By, G. Lakoff and M. Johnson show that our conceptual system is 'fundamentally metaphorical in nature' and metaphor is not just a rhetorical device, but also a means of cognition and understanding. Conceptual metaphors, such as ARGUMENT IS WAR, lay deeply in our culture. They give us a whole system of metaphors conceptualizing argument as war -win, lose, kill, shoot, etc. Therefore, our behavior is structured in terms of war [Lakoff 1980 ]. In his later works, Lakoff demonstrated the key role of conceptual metaphors not only in everyday life or scholarly discourse, but also in politics [Lakoff 1991] . Analyzing the system of values in Democratic and Republican political discourse, Lakoff observed that both Democrats and Republicans have a metaphor for the nation as a family. Lakoff looked into the discourse and showed that two different understandings of America correspond to two different understandings of family. According to Lakoff, politicians 'program' the worldview of their electorate and form their values through conceptual metaphors that create necessary frames for perceiving reality [Lakoff 2004 ].
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The present paper focuses on the victory speeches of two leaders -the American president Barack Obama and the Russian president Vladimir Putin. Each president appeals to his people and tries to unite the electorate on a base of common values. The 'after-victory' speeches finalize each presidential campaign, show these common values to the public, and produce an agenda for a new term in a short and figurative form.
The reason these particular campaigns are researched is that both countries are large powers that used to be the main players on the Cold War stage and claim to be either at a 'reset' stage or in a 'New Cold War' right now. The countries and their leaders are extremely different with regard to tradition, history, mentality, and other aspects. However, both countries are large, influential, and multinational, and both can be understood as 'civil nations', which is why their leaders need to find some points for national self-identification in the modern world. There are deeply rooted myths in both countries about the special and great role of the nation, such as Manifest Destiny in America and Special Way of Russia (Osoby Put' Rossii). This is why comparing the messages of winning leaders to their nations seems to be an ambitious and crucially important task.
In my work I endeavor to expose basic national values that are hidden in the conceptual metaphors used by the leaders. I believe it logical enough to analyze only two certain speeches as a victory speech is a specific genre referring to epideictic rhetoric, but different from an inaugural address as the latter is more formal and ceremonial: 'A form of rhetoric that praises or blames during ceremonial occasions, invites the audience to evaluate the speaker's performance, recalls the past and speculates about the future while focusing on the present, employs a noble, dignified literary style, and amplifies or rehearses admitted facts' [Campbell 29] . In contrast with more traditional and ceremonial inaugural addresses, victory speeches seem more spontaneous, emotional, and sincere. It is also tailored to unite the audience and form its identity, but the politician speaks here just after his or her victory, which can have an impact on the style and content of the speech.
Victory speeches represent interesting material for research, which helps to understand the common and different points in the mentalities of the two great nations, as well as the means of interaction between the two countries.
Conceptual metaphors President Obama's Victory Speech, November 7, 2012
Victory speeches and inauguration speeches are genres that are traditionally much better developed in American rhetoric. The victory speech is a relatively new genre for Russian leaders, while American presidents have always presented such an address. President Obama always uses a lot of metaphors, repetitions, allusions, and other devices in these speeches. He personally thanks his team as well as his family. He is very polite and friendly to his opponents and his audience. He tends to emphasize freedom and the equality of diverse people as the main values of all Americans. In his speeches, Obama uses such rhetorical devices as the rule of three, alliteration, metonymy, metaphor, paraphrase, and allusions to his great predecessors Martin Luther King, the Founding Fathers, and previous American presidents. All these devices form a narrative of Obama referring to the religious discourse of telling tales and parables. The method of telling well-known stories to an audience familiar with religious discourse gives people a feeling of participation, a joy of knowing common history, and a basic national myth uniting everyone.
Here are examples of metaphors in President Obama's victory speech (bold font): The final phrase of the speech, Glory to Russia, seems to be far from the war context, but in reality it is the motto of Russian Nazis. This strange verbal coincidence also helps form the rhetorical strategy of dividing society via a Soviet-style creation of 'an image of an enemy'.
Putin appeals to the basic values of his electorate, evoking the memories about great victories (the war of 1812 was mentioned during Putin's electoral campaign, and World War II is presumed in his victory speech). Russian society is divided into the State and Opposition,
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suggesting that there are some internal and external enemies that do not want to see a strong
Russia. There are not so many things uniting people in modern society, which is torn by social discrepancy, and Russia's military victories seems to be one of them.
On the next level of analysis, the conceptual metaphors discussed above can be united Obama it is the metaphor of FAMILY, whereas for President Putin it is the metaphor of WAR.
Conclusions
If we compare the basic concepts representing fundamental values in the two speeches, we find AMERICA IS GREAT and THE AMERICAN NATION IS ONE FAMILY in the American discourse, and RUSSIA IS GREAT and THE RUSSIAN NATION IS AT WAR in the Russian discourse. Obama unites the nation, whereas Putin divides the nation. Obama mentions minorities, while Putin speaks about the majority. Putin conceptualizes Russia as a great superpower that is at war with its enemies now and that has won or is going to win in this war. Putin also sees politics as sport, performance, school or medicine, or a building, while
Russia is seen as a HOME, a BUILDING, and OUR LAND. Obama always speaks about changes; Putin sees changes as provocations against a strong Russia. The Opposition poses a threat to Russia because they want changes, and the value of change is not included in Russian presidential discourse: Russia is so great that is should be saved as it is, because changes could A strategy of hostility and negating change as dangerous has proved to be viable and has partly framed modern official Russian politics, which corresponds to the Lakoff theory about the interconnection between language and power.
Such different communicative strategies should be explained, first and foremost, by absolutely different historical, cultural, and political traditions of the two nations. A deep analysis of archetypal structures shows interconnection between language, cognition, society, politics, and national behavior and helps to better understand not only national stereotypes, but also different political practices that ultimately should contribute to dialogue and mutual understanding.
It is important to mention that for more detailed results, further research based on solid data is needed. I consider it a future task.
The main important outcome so far is that analyzing national archetypes behind contrasting conceptual metaphors is crucial for successful communication between the countries, which would help to overcome existing and potential cross-cultural conflicts.
